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Tony Leavitt

From: Mary Yax <maryyax@cbbain.com>
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2019 7:31 AM
To: Tony Leavitt
Subject: Fw: Continental Divide Design Review

Please forward my comments to he DRB for review over the weekend prior to Monday evening's DRB meeting. 
 
Mary Yax 
206-612-8722 
8624 133rd Avenue NE 
Redmond, WA 

From: Mary Yax 
Sent: Thursday, November 14, 2019 11:13 PM 
To: Designreviewboard@kirkland.gov <Designreviewboard@kirkland.gov> 
Subject: Continental Divide Design Review  
  
MY CONCERN FOR MY NEIGHBORHOOD 
 
My house is directly east of this Merit project in The Pointe, a community of 81 homes. I have spoken several 
times before regarding this "block buster" project. What started out as a two story building zoned office, is 
now a huge apartment building looming behind two small "office" and "commercial" one story buildings acting 
as a facade to this huge apartment building surrounded on three sides by single family homes. 
Through out the years of proposals and designs from Merit Homes, they never varied from the design they 
had in their minds. They even got the City to change the definition of "ground level" to fit their plan. They had 
been warned continuously that ground level apartments were not allowed. Well they are now! They even got 
the zoning changed to fit their plan. 
I have high hopes and confidence that the DRB can get a handle of this situation. I have attended the DRB 
meeting and watched you tell the builder--consider the neighbors to the north, less windows, more residential 
in feel, different roof line, less balconies, no large flat walls, an interesting corner feature for Rose Hill, plaza 
and spaces for folks to sit. I heard you loud and clear, but highly doubt the builder was listening. They have 
their own plan. They come before you Monday night offering pretty pictures of somebody else's projects. Lots 
of visions and renderings of colorful flowers and happy people. That is not what they want to build. They have 
lots of renderings and pics of others' buildings, chairs, fire pits, artwork. But show little of plan. 
 
WHAT DO I SEE 
 
**Same # of windows north side. Same # to invade privacy. 
**Same number of balconies north side 
**Additional balcony in the Club Room for even less privacy and more noise. 
**No new review and report of lack of sunlight on neighbors 
**Photos of others art work. No gateway sketch from them. 
**Same design  and style of all window-- rectangles  Very ho hum. 
**Hodgepodge roof-some flat, pitched, and shed (they got it all covered.) 
**So few shed roofing left they should not be allowed a taller building 
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**Two foot modulation on a HUGE wall? Too shallow and too few 
**Roofing with little or no "residential in nature" feel. 
**Public spaces for folks to sit. A few benches and lots of planters for skateboarders. 1 table and a chair on the 
sidewalk. (Why not use space east of commercial building for tables and chairs and maybe fire pit.) 
**Private area for residents activities. They rendered 1 table and a few chairs. Then added photos from 
somewhere else. 
**No sample of landscape lighting and exterior lighting. 
**Shared parking without applying for it. 
**No landscaping strips in guest parking as required every 6-8 stalls. 
**Stairwells be considered "residential amenity space" 
 
 
WHAT I DON'T SEE 
 
** Some dimensions of importance missing. Some drawings don't even show East driveway. 
**The plans do not show the 12.5 foot ROW improvement easement along easterly lot line an the required 
right of way easement to relocate signal pole. Concern easements will conflict with their "vision" of the 
Gateway. How does it affect placement of sidewalk, landscaping, etc. 
**Merit has not obtained a required variance from neighboring property.  
**Merit homes has not applied with the City for Shared Parking. 
**Merit homes does not show required garage exit driveway being designed to accommodate a commercial 
truck turnaround. 
** City restrictions of height of landscaping at driveway on 132nd. 
**SEPA being completed (it is still under review) 
 
Merit Homes has violated the Neighborhood Plan. Merit Homes has ignored their neighbors' concerns. Merit 
Homes has discounted your requests and suggestions. They have their own plan. 
 
The members of the Design Review Board work very hard to review all the projects and get them right. This 
one is a difficult, ever changing project that needs your full attention.  
 
Look forward to being with you on Monday evening. 
 
Mary Yax 
206-612-8722 
8624 133rd Avenue NE 
Redmond, WA 
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27 November 2018 

The Rose Hill Community Group
info@comingtokirkland.com 

Re: Continental Divide Mixed Use Project - DRV18-00312 

Dear Rose Hill Community Group: 

At your request, I have reviewed the “Continental Divide” mixed-use project, City of 
Kirkland project #DRV18-00312. The documents I have reviewed are the latest versions 
of documents posted on the internet including: 

Continental Divide Mixed Use Project DRB Meeting Packet 07022018 - 
DRV18-00312.pdf 

Design Guidelines for Rose Hill Business District, The City of Kirkland, Jan. 3 2006 

The scope of my review has been limited to the compliance of the project proposal with 
the City of Kirkland design guidelines for the Rose Hill Design District. In particular, the 
site is located within the “East End” district of the Rose Hill neighborhood. This East End 
portion of the design area is intended to be the lowest scaled and least intensely 
developed of the areas in Rose Hill. Issues relatedly directly to the Land Use code such as 
parking and building height are not within the purview of this review. 

My comments below are organized in the same order as the design guidelines are listed. 
In the document references below “DG” is the ‘Design Guidelines for Rose Hill Business 
District” and “DRB Packet” is the “Continental Divide Mixed Use Project DRB Meeting 
Packet 07022018”. 

Page numbers are just noted as p.5 or pp. 5-6. Specific sections of the Design Guidelines 
are referred to by the outline labeling; so section “5.” paragraph “c” will be noted as 
“DG 5c”. 

Introductory Sections 
The Design Guidelines are consistent in suggesting that smaller scale development is 
appropriate at the “East End” portion of the Rose Hill District (DG pg. 7).  The guidelines 
also suggest that new developments are “residential in character” and suggests that the 
“conversion of single-family homes” is an example of a properly scaled development.  
The proposal as presented is instead almost a “superblock” development with a massive 
single floor plate hidden behind a series of “western storefront” facade elements. This is 
clearly shown in the application’s design parti diagrams (DRB Packet p. 10) showing a 
large c-shaped massing with “assembled pieces” shown dropping into place. 
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The guidelines go on to predict property consolidation but still refer to a “mix of 
storefronts” and “multi-stories buildings” implying a collection of smaller scale 
residential and commercial buildings. It is clear from DG Figure 18 and Figure 32 that 
the intent for the entire Rose Hill District is to front each street block with two or even 
three buildings. This would be especially applicable at the East End portion of the district 
where smaller scale building with less density is desired. Except for a mid-block break for 
the 85th Street plaza, the remaining facades are almost monolithic in their presentation 
to the neighboring sites (pp. 13-14 DRB Packet). 

1. Entry Gateway Features  
The design guidelines call for a unique landscaping treatment at the gateway corners of 
Rose Hill (DG 1a). No discernible “distinctive landscaping” with a rose garden or other 
distinctive soft-scape elements are visible.  

The guidelines also call for an artwork element which is not shown (DG 1b). The 
southeast corner of the project has a masonry element shown, but it does not appear to 
be a monument sign nor an architectural “gateway element”. It is crowded by the 
massing of building directly behind it and is not unique as there is a copy of this element 
at the west end of the project. It also appears that the element is under-scaled as it is 
barely visible in the context of the building (DRB Packet p.8). 

It is also unclear if the element is the same or different material as the building (see 
image on p35 vs p32  DRB Packet). Finally no gateway sign with City logo is visible or 
not sufficiently documented to understand (DG 1c, 1d). 

No lighting is shown and needs to be submitted for review (DG 1e). 

2. Street Trees 
The street trees required by Section 2 of the design guidelines are not documented 
clearly as trees in the ROW and on the private property are simply shown as graphic 
elements without species callouts, planting information, tree grates, etc. 

It is hard to tell if trees represent a unifying element as called out in Design Guidelines 
2b. 

3. Street Corners 
There does not seem to be any discernible strategy to organize the corner of the 
building to emphasize the gateway quality of the eastern intersection. Statements made 
on p8 of DRB Draft Packet are not consistent with the images presented on the same 
page. 

Design guidelines 3a, 3c, 3d suggest the following options (DG p10): 

Design treatments that emphasize street corners (DG 3a). - These are not apparent 
in the proposal. The aspects suggested by the applicant (DRB Packet p8) are neither 
recognized treatments by the design guideline nor unique to the corner design which is 
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intended to be “distinctive” and “special”. (DG 3a 3c 3d). Also, no signage program 
either for the development or gateway element is shown. (DG 3A, DG 1c) 

Plaza spaces (DG 3a) - No plazas are present at the corner in fact the corner feels 
crowded and not a good place for pedestrian gathering. 

Special landscaping elements (DG 3c) These are not visible in DRB presentation. There 
is also no indication how seasonal interest will be provided. The applicant should 
prepare a planting diagram indicating plants species and which softscape elements will 
add seasonal interest in all four seasons. 

The guidelines also call for visual interest, sense of proportion and human scale. (DG 3d) 
Suggestions include:  

Raised Roof Line - roof line is not raised instead it is a continuation of the residential 
wing’s roofline. 

Turret - no typical corner type architectural element is present  

Corner Balconies - a rooftop terrace is proposed but it is hidden behind a parapet wall 

Special Awning - no awning or canopies are proposed at corner entry. Instead the 
entry is simply recessed under the parapet above. This treatment is repeated at all the 
commercial entries along 85th making the corner element totally indistinct from the 
other storefronts.  Awnings that are proposed adjacent to the corner entry are exact 
copies of other awnings on building and are not sufficiently scaled to be identifiable as a 
special element. 

Distinctive Building Materials - No special materials are suggested, just a repeat of 
the CMU and fiber-cement offered everywhere else on the project. 

It should be noted that it is unfortunate that the public plaza has been placed at mid-
block instead of at the corner. While the plaza is a good design feature, the design 
proposal has missed the opportunity to “hit two birds with one stone” and create the 
entry gateway element carefully described in the design guidelines and provide a 
successful urban gathering space. Figures 8 and 17 of the Design Guideline shows 
clearly how this can be accomplished. A much smaller corner building uniquely scaled 
and clearly differentiated from the adjoining residential bar could potentially better 
address these issues. 

4. Pedestrian-Friendly Building Fronts 
The applicant is seeking a zoning code departure from KZC 53.84 to reduce the front 
setback suggesting a Pedestrian-Oriented Facade along 85th to compensate.  However, 
the application is not meeting the intent of such a facade design as they are blocking 
the facade with a landscape strip, not relocating and/or widening the sidewalk and 
therefore keeping pedestrians away from the facade. This design compromises both 
approaches as a smaller planting strip is created, as opposed to the width suggested by 
the property setbacks and in Figures 15 and 16 of the Design Guidelines. Additionally, 
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the awnings provided do nothing for the pedestrian because they are located over the 
planting beds. The design clearly does not meet the intent of a pedestrian-oriented 
facade (DG figure 19) and the departure should not be granted on this basis.  

5. Building Location and Orientation 
Section 5 of the design guidelines address multi-story buildings adjacent to single-family 
residents (north, east, and west of the site in particular). Several suggestions were not 
incorporated into the design including, minimizing windows to protect privacy and 
increasing upper-level building setbacks.  

It would also stand to reason that breaking the building up into smaller buildings on the 
site would also encourage the type of scale that would “minimize negative impacts to 
adjacent single-family residential areas” (DG 5 Objectives) and “Locate and orient 
building toward streets, plaza or common open space, and major internal 
pathways (emphasis mine) (DG 5a). The “super-block” aspect of the massing does not 
support the type of development suggested in Section 5 of the Design Guidelines. The 
mass and bulk of the design is made more imposing by the fact that the building has 
not been set back at any of the upper levels overlooking the residential neighbors.  

The height and width of the unbroken mass of building render is totally out of scale 
with anything in the East End district if not within the whole of the Rose Hill Design 
District. 

6. Sidewalk And Pathway Widths 
Documents indicating that the sidewalks existing adjacent to the site are sufficient to 
meet the design guidelines were not available for review.  

No “curb zone” is suggested or documented per DG 6a and 6b. This should be 
documented in the application. 

A cross-section through these facades out to the roadway would be appropriate to 
validate if the guidance of DG Section 6 is being met. 

7.Pedestrian Coverings 
Very few functional pedestrian coverings are provided. Generally, the only pedestrian 
weather protection offered are roof overhangs directly above individual doorways. This 
may be appropriate for the design as it is further developed. But as presented, and as 
noted above, the opportunity for true pedestrian coverings in the form of awnings was 
missed when the applicant planted the facades. The metal awnings provided at the 
storefronts serve only to shade the glass (desirable) and the planting areas below 
(undesirable). 

9. Lighting 
Proper lighting plans or design were not available for review. Applicant should be 
required to submit an exterior lighting design for review by the DRB. 
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11. Interior Pedestrian Connections 
As has been noted several times already the large block wide “superblock” type of 
structure presents a massive facade fronting the adjoining neighbors. In addition, it 
prevents the interior pedestrian connections envisioned by the design guidelines (see DG 
figure 32). 

16. Architectural Style 
DG 16b specifically encourage projects in the East End to adopt common residential 
styles, arguably low slung ranch-style house with shallow gable or hip roofs. The 
repetitive shed roofs set on highly vertical facade modulation bays is not in keeping with 
these types of homes.  

In addition, very few opportunities to relate to human scale are offered on the east or 
west facade as there are few grade level doors, stoops, or porches; items that typically 
give large residential developments a more human scale. The location of the bottom 
level parking garage has the effect of creating long sections of blank facades along the 
east elevation. 

17. Architectural Scale 
The residential facades facing the surrounding neighborhood seem especially tall.  This is 
emphasized by the proposal the break up the face into many vertical “assembled 
pieces” (DRB Packet p. 10). While this type of facade modulation is helpful, without a 
balanced amount of horizontal facade modulation the vertical breakup makes the 
project feel very tall. A more thoughtful approach to differentiating floors by changing 
the fenestration sizes and patterns, changing materials at upper levels, upper level set 
backs etc. should be considered to more effectively mitigate the apparent height of the 
building. 

DG 17a suggests limiting the size of fenestration to 35 square feet (sf). A standard  6’x7’ 
double entry door would exceed this criterion.  

As can be seen on the application (DRB Packet pp. 13-14) there are many windows well 
in excess of the size of the double entry doors.  While the guidelines also call for a good 
deal of transparency facing 85th, the application shows a fenestration pattern and scale 
more typical in an office or large commercial building. In other words, the intent of the 
design guidelines is to encourage many, smaller “punched openings” and discourage 
larger “walls of glass” seen in more contemporary and larger scale buildings. The 
project proposed is in conflict with this intension. 

Several of the windows in the residential section of the project also seem to be larger 
that 35sf but it is difficult to tell for sure with the application materials available. 

Please see also the related discussion above to architectural scale under 5. Building 
Location and Orientation 
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18. Human Scale 
On the commercial frontage, the size of the glazing and tall parapet wall combine to 
make the project feel scale-less. Few mitigating elements are present. Suggestions of 
these mitigating elements include arcades, balconies, bay windows, trellis, landscaping, 
awnings, cornices, friezes, art concepts, and courtyards (DG 18a).  

Since the awnings do not cover pedestrians (as discussed above) only the landscape 
areas and the courtyard serve to help mitigate scale. However, these will be keep cut 
low as requested by the City and there will do less to mitigate the scale of the facades.  

The elevations as presented (DRB Packet pp. 13-14) do not have scale figures placed in 
the drawings. This makes it difficult for reviewers to judge the scaler qualities of the 
building. Never-the-less given to apparent height of the glazing and tall parapet wall, 
lack of mitigating elements, and the fact that almost all of the entries seemed raised 
above the sidewalk, it is my option that the project does not have a desirable human 
scale as suggested in section 17b of the Design Guidelines.  

The applicant should provide rendered elevations and perspective views with properly 
scaled human figures to better evaluate the human scale of the proposal.  

19. Building Details and Materials 
In reviewing page 12 of the DRB Draft Packet, it is unclear where building materials are 
located. In particular the two tan colors of fiber-cement siding vs fiber-cement panels. 

The design guidelines section 19 suggests limiting the use of “concrete block, metal 
siding, stucco or similar materials…” (DG19c). Almost the entire project is made up of 
concrete block and fiber-cement panels (which is visually similar to stucco or EIFS). No 
natural brick, stone, timber, metal or other “quality building materials” are present as 
suggested in DG 19b and DG 9-Objectives. 

No ornament nor any particular emphasis on “highlighting building features such as 
doors…” (DG 19a) is apparent in the design. Doors, for example, are for the most part 
incidental panels in a large storefront facade. These storefront doors are set deep into 
the building de-emphasizing them even more. 

20. Signs 
A visual representation of the signage program is missing.  The large open expanses of 
concrete block parapet facing 85th suggest that an uncontrolled, mixed-bag of surface 
mounted tenant signs will be installed. Pedestrian-oriented blade signs do not seem 
possible with this design as suggested by DG 10a (for pedestrian-oriented facades).  

Given the size of this project, the signage would ideally be combined together into a 
shared signage program integrated with the architecture as suggested in DG 20e. That 
suggestion does not seem to be considered in the application materials reviewed. 
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Conclusion 
The design guidelines seemed to anticipate that a project of larger scale than the current 
development density was inevitable. (DG p.7) However, the overall intent of the East End 
sub-district was to maintain lower scaled building, to emphasize a residential and small-
business character (DG Fig. 3) and provide “a setting compatible with the surrounding 
residential uses” (DG p. 3). Several primary issues conspire to make this project, as 
designed, inappropriate for the site. These include: 

Huge floor plate and building bulk. The project size dwarfs any other building 
footprint in the area creating a “superblock” feel to the proposal and creating a cascade 
of other design problems relating to the design guidelines include scale parity with 
neighboring houses, lack of interior connections, and missing human scale. This is 
exasperated by the number of stories proposed which is not addressed directly in the 
Design Guidelines but should be noted here due to the impact of the overwhelming 
sense of bulk that the project presents. 

Total lack of a gateway aspect to the design.  The very small corner arch element 
made out of concrete block seems totally dwarfed by the building that is crowding it at 
the corner. The building itself offers almost no clue to the pedestrian or driver that they 
are entering the Rose Hill Neighborhood or the City of Kirkland. 

Conflicted approach to the facades facing 85th. The facades are neither pedestrian-
friendly nor set back far enough to meet code and provide a large landscape buffer. The 
scale of the facade is not human-scaled and the awnings on the facade are too small 
and inaccessible to be of any value urbanistically. 

Numerous other issues, such as material choices, further make the proposal out of step 
with the design guidance provided by the City of Kirkland. As the very real gateway 
project to Kirkland the project should, as much as any other proposal, meet the primary 
design objective of the district which includes “Ensure that new developments meet 
high standards building and site design.” (Design Guidelines pg. 2, “Design Objectives”) 

I hope these observations help you understand the building proposal in front of you and 
give positive suggestions to help address your concerns. If you have any questions or 
comments on the above please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

John H Adams, AIA
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27 November 2018 

The Rose Hill Community Group
info@comingtokirkland.com 

Re: Continental Divide Mixed Use Project - DRV18-00312 

Dear Rose Hill Community Group: 

At your request, I have reviewed the “Continental Divide” mixed-use project, City of 
Kirkland project #DRV18-00312. The documents I have reviewed are the latest versions 
of documents posted on the internet including: 

Continental Divide Mixed Use Project DRB Meeting Packet 07022018 - 
DRV18-00312.pdf 

Design Guidelines for Rose Hill Business District, The City of Kirkland, Jan. 3 2006 

The scope of my review has been limited to the compliance of the project proposal with 
the City of Kirkland design guidelines for the Rose Hill Design District. In particular, the 
site is located within the “East End” district of the Rose Hill neighborhood. This East End 
portion of the design area is intended to be the lowest scaled and least intensely 
developed of the areas in Rose Hill. Issues relatedly directly to the Land Use code such as 
parking and building height are not within the purview of this review. 

My comments below are organized in the same order as the design guidelines are listed. 
In the document references below “DG” is the ‘Design Guidelines for Rose Hill Business 
District” and “DRB Packet” is the “Continental Divide Mixed Use Project DRB Meeting 
Packet 07022018”. 

Page numbers are just noted as p.5 or pp. 5-6. Specific sections of the Design Guidelines 
are referred to by the outline labeling; so section “5.” paragraph “c” will be noted as 
“DG 5c”. 

Introductory Sections 
The Design Guidelines are consistent in suggesting that smaller scale development is 
appropriate at the “East End” portion of the Rose Hill District (DG pg. 7).  The guidelines 
also suggest that new developments are “residential in character” and suggests that the 
“conversion of single-family homes” is an example of a properly scaled development.  
The proposal as presented is instead almost a “superblock” development with a massive 
single floor plate hidden behind a series of “western storefront” facade elements. This is 
clearly shown in the application’s design parti diagrams (DRB Packet p. 10) showing a 
large c-shaped massing with “assembled pieces” shown dropping into place. 
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The guidelines go on to predict property consolidation but still refer to a “mix of 
storefronts” and “multi-stories buildings” implying a collection of smaller scale 
residential and commercial buildings. It is clear from DG Figure 18 and Figure 32 that 
the intent for the entire Rose Hill District is to front each street block with two or even 
three buildings. This would be especially applicable at the East End portion of the district 
where smaller scale building with less density is desired. Except for a mid-block break for 
the 85th Street plaza, the remaining facades are almost monolithic in their presentation 
to the neighboring sites (pp. 13-14 DRB Packet). 

1. Entry Gateway Features  
The design guidelines call for a unique landscaping treatment at the gateway corners of 
Rose Hill (DG 1a). No discernible “distinctive landscaping” with a rose garden or other 
distinctive soft-scape elements are visible.  

The guidelines also call for an artwork element which is not shown (DG 1b). The 
southeast corner of the project has a masonry element shown, but it does not appear to 
be a monument sign nor an architectural “gateway element”. It is crowded by the 
massing of building directly behind it and is not unique as there is a copy of this element 
at the west end of the project. It also appears that the element is under-scaled as it is 
barely visible in the context of the building (DRB Packet p.8). 

It is also unclear if the element is the same or different material as the building (see 
image on p35 vs p32  DRB Packet). Finally no gateway sign with City logo is visible or 
not sufficiently documented to understand (DG 1c, 1d). 

No lighting is shown and needs to be submitted for review (DG 1e). 

2. Street Trees 
The street trees required by Section 2 of the design guidelines are not documented 
clearly as trees in the ROW and on the private property are simply shown as graphic 
elements without species callouts, planting information, tree grates, etc. 

It is hard to tell if trees represent a unifying element as called out in Design Guidelines 
2b. 

3. Street Corners 
There does not seem to be any discernible strategy to organize the corner of the 
building to emphasize the gateway quality of the eastern intersection. Statements made 
on p8 of DRB Draft Packet are not consistent with the images presented on the same 
page. 

Design guidelines 3a, 3c, 3d suggest the following options (DG p10): 

Design treatments that emphasize street corners (DG 3a). - These are not apparent 
in the proposal. The aspects suggested by the applicant (DRB Packet p8) are neither 
recognized treatments by the design guideline nor unique to the corner design which is 
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intended to be “distinctive” and “special”. (DG 3a 3c 3d). Also, no signage program 
either for the development or gateway element is shown. (DG 3A, DG 1c) 

Plaza spaces (DG 3a) - No plazas are present at the corner in fact the corner feels 
crowded and not a good place for pedestrian gathering. 

Special landscaping elements (DG 3c) These are not visible in DRB presentation. There 
is also no indication how seasonal interest will be provided. The applicant should 
prepare a planting diagram indicating plants species and which softscape elements will 
add seasonal interest in all four seasons. 

The guidelines also call for visual interest, sense of proportion and human scale. (DG 3d) 
Suggestions include:  

Raised Roof Line - roof line is not raised instead it is a continuation of the residential 
wing’s roofline. 

Turret - no typical corner type architectural element is present  

Corner Balconies - a rooftop terrace is proposed but it is hidden behind a parapet wall 

Special Awning - no awning or canopies are proposed at corner entry. Instead the 
entry is simply recessed under the parapet above. This treatment is repeated at all the 
commercial entries along 85th making the corner element totally indistinct from the 
other storefronts.  Awnings that are proposed adjacent to the corner entry are exact 
copies of other awnings on building and are not sufficiently scaled to be identifiable as a 
special element. 

Distinctive Building Materials - No special materials are suggested, just a repeat of 
the CMU and fiber-cement offered everywhere else on the project. 

It should be noted that it is unfortunate that the public plaza has been placed at mid-
block instead of at the corner. While the plaza is a good design feature, the design 
proposal has missed the opportunity to “hit two birds with one stone” and create the 
entry gateway element carefully described in the design guidelines and provide a 
successful urban gathering space. Figures 8 and 17 of the Design Guideline shows 
clearly how this can be accomplished. A much smaller corner building uniquely scaled 
and clearly differentiated from the adjoining residential bar could potentially better 
address these issues. 

4. Pedestrian-Friendly Building Fronts 
The applicant is seeking a zoning code departure from KZC 53.84 to reduce the front 
setback suggesting a Pedestrian-Oriented Facade along 85th to compensate.  However, 
the application is not meeting the intent of such a facade design as they are blocking 
the facade with a landscape strip, not relocating and/or widening the sidewalk and 
therefore keeping pedestrians away from the facade. This design compromises both 
approaches as a smaller planting strip is created, as opposed to the width suggested by 
the property setbacks and in Figures 15 and 16 of the Design Guidelines. Additionally, 

Page   of  3 7

ATTACHMENT 8
DRV18-00312

A 
ADAMS 
ARCHITECTURE 



the awnings provided do nothing for the pedestrian because they are located over the 
planting beds. The design clearly does not meet the intent of a pedestrian-oriented 
facade (DG figure 19) and the departure should not be granted on this basis.  

5. Building Location and Orientation 
Section 5 of the design guidelines address multi-story buildings adjacent to single-family 
residents (north, east, and west of the site in particular). Several suggestions were not 
incorporated into the design including, minimizing windows to protect privacy and 
increasing upper-level building setbacks.  

It would also stand to reason that breaking the building up into smaller buildings on the 
site would also encourage the type of scale that would “minimize negative impacts to 
adjacent single-family residential areas” (DG 5 Objectives) and “Locate and orient 
building toward streets, plaza or common open space, and major internal 
pathways (emphasis mine) (DG 5a). The “super-block” aspect of the massing does not 
support the type of development suggested in Section 5 of the Design Guidelines. The 
mass and bulk of the design is made more imposing by the fact that the building has 
not been set back at any of the upper levels overlooking the residential neighbors.  

The height and width of the unbroken mass of building render is totally out of scale 
with anything in the East End district if not within the whole of the Rose Hill Design 
District. 

6. Sidewalk And Pathway Widths 
Documents indicating that the sidewalks existing adjacent to the site are sufficient to 
meet the design guidelines were not available for review.  

No “curb zone” is suggested or documented per DG 6a and 6b. This should be 
documented in the application. 

A cross-section through these facades out to the roadway would be appropriate to 
validate if the guidance of DG Section 6 is being met. 

7.Pedestrian Coverings 
Very few functional pedestrian coverings are provided. Generally, the only pedestrian 
weather protection offered are roof overhangs directly above individual doorways. This 
may be appropriate for the design as it is further developed. But as presented, and as 
noted above, the opportunity for true pedestrian coverings in the form of awnings was 
missed when the applicant planted the facades. The metal awnings provided at the 
storefronts serve only to shade the glass (desirable) and the planting areas below 
(undesirable). 

9. Lighting 
Proper lighting plans or design were not available for review. Applicant should be 
required to submit an exterior lighting design for review by the DRB. 
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11. Interior Pedestrian Connections 
As has been noted several times already the large block wide “superblock” type of 
structure presents a massive facade fronting the adjoining neighbors. In addition, it 
prevents the interior pedestrian connections envisioned by the design guidelines (see DG 
figure 32). 

16. Architectural Style 
DG 16b specifically encourage projects in the East End to adopt common residential 
styles, arguably low slung ranch-style house with shallow gable or hip roofs. The 
repetitive shed roofs set on highly vertical facade modulation bays is not in keeping with 
these types of homes.  

In addition, very few opportunities to relate to human scale are offered on the east or 
west facade as there are few grade level doors, stoops, or porches; items that typically 
give large residential developments a more human scale. The location of the bottom 
level parking garage has the effect of creating long sections of blank facades along the 
east elevation. 

17. Architectural Scale 
The residential facades facing the surrounding neighborhood seem especially tall.  This is 
emphasized by the proposal the break up the face into many vertical “assembled 
pieces” (DRB Packet p. 10). While this type of facade modulation is helpful, without a 
balanced amount of horizontal facade modulation the vertical breakup makes the 
project feel very tall. A more thoughtful approach to differentiating floors by changing 
the fenestration sizes and patterns, changing materials at upper levels, upper level set 
backs etc. should be considered to more effectively mitigate the apparent height of the 
building. 

DG 17a suggests limiting the size of fenestration to 35 square feet (sf). A standard  6’x7’ 
double entry door would exceed this criterion.  

As can be seen on the application (DRB Packet pp. 13-14) there are many windows well 
in excess of the size of the double entry doors.  While the guidelines also call for a good 
deal of transparency facing 85th, the application shows a fenestration pattern and scale 
more typical in an office or large commercial building. In other words, the intent of the 
design guidelines is to encourage many, smaller “punched openings” and discourage 
larger “walls of glass” seen in more contemporary and larger scale buildings. The 
project proposed is in conflict with this intension. 

Several of the windows in the residential section of the project also seem to be larger 
that 35sf but it is difficult to tell for sure with the application materials available. 

Please see also the related discussion above to architectural scale under 5. Building 
Location and Orientation 

Page   of  5 7

ATTACHMENT 8
DRV18-00312

A 
ADAMS 
ARCHITECTURE 



18. Human Scale 
On the commercial frontage, the size of the glazing and tall parapet wall combine to 
make the project feel scale-less. Few mitigating elements are present. Suggestions of 
these mitigating elements include arcades, balconies, bay windows, trellis, landscaping, 
awnings, cornices, friezes, art concepts, and courtyards (DG 18a).  

Since the awnings do not cover pedestrians (as discussed above) only the landscape 
areas and the courtyard serve to help mitigate scale. However, these will be keep cut 
low as requested by the City and there will do less to mitigate the scale of the facades.  

The elevations as presented (DRB Packet pp. 13-14) do not have scale figures placed in 
the drawings. This makes it difficult for reviewers to judge the scaler qualities of the 
building. Never-the-less given to apparent height of the glazing and tall parapet wall, 
lack of mitigating elements, and the fact that almost all of the entries seemed raised 
above the sidewalk, it is my option that the project does not have a desirable human 
scale as suggested in section 17b of the Design Guidelines.  

The applicant should provide rendered elevations and perspective views with properly 
scaled human figures to better evaluate the human scale of the proposal.  

19. Building Details and Materials 
In reviewing page 12 of the DRB Draft Packet, it is unclear where building materials are 
located. In particular the two tan colors of fiber-cement siding vs fiber-cement panels. 

The design guidelines section 19 suggests limiting the use of “concrete block, metal 
siding, stucco or similar materials…” (DG19c). Almost the entire project is made up of 
concrete block and fiber-cement panels (which is visually similar to stucco or EIFS). No 
natural brick, stone, timber, metal or other “quality building materials” are present as 
suggested in DG 19b and DG 9-Objectives. 

No ornament nor any particular emphasis on “highlighting building features such as 
doors…” (DG 19a) is apparent in the design. Doors, for example, are for the most part 
incidental panels in a large storefront facade. These storefront doors are set deep into 
the building de-emphasizing them even more. 

20. Signs 
A visual representation of the signage program is missing.  The large open expanses of 
concrete block parapet facing 85th suggest that an uncontrolled, mixed-bag of surface 
mounted tenant signs will be installed. Pedestrian-oriented blade signs do not seem 
possible with this design as suggested by DG 10a (for pedestrian-oriented facades).  

Given the size of this project, the signage would ideally be combined together into a 
shared signage program integrated with the architecture as suggested in DG 20e. That 
suggestion does not seem to be considered in the application materials reviewed. 
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Conclusion 
The design guidelines seemed to anticipate that a project of larger scale than the current 
development density was inevitable. (DG p.7) However, the overall intent of the East End 
sub-district was to maintain lower scaled building, to emphasize a residential and small-
business character (DG Fig. 3) and provide “a setting compatible with the surrounding 
residential uses” (DG p. 3). Several primary issues conspire to make this project, as 
designed, inappropriate for the site. These include: 

Huge floor plate and building bulk. The project size dwarfs any other building 
footprint in the area creating a “superblock” feel to the proposal and creating a cascade 
of other design problems relating to the design guidelines include scale parity with 
neighboring houses, lack of interior connections, and missing human scale. This is 
exasperated by the number of stories proposed which is not addressed directly in the 
Design Guidelines but should be noted here due to the impact of the overwhelming 
sense of bulk that the project presents. 

Total lack of a gateway aspect to the design.  The very small corner arch element 
made out of concrete block seems totally dwarfed by the building that is crowding it at 
the corner. The building itself offers almost no clue to the pedestrian or driver that they 
are entering the Rose Hill Neighborhood or the City of Kirkland. 

Conflicted approach to the facades facing 85th. The facades are neither pedestrian-
friendly nor set back far enough to meet code and provide a large landscape buffer. The 
scale of the facade is not human-scaled and the awnings on the facade are too small 
and inaccessible to be of any value urbanistically. 

Numerous other issues, such as material choices, further make the proposal out of step 
with the design guidance provided by the City of Kirkland. As the very real gateway 
project to Kirkland the project should, as much as any other proposal, meet the primary 
design objective of the district which includes “Ensure that new developments meet 
high standards building and site design.” (Design Guidelines pg. 2, “Design Objectives”) 

I hope these observations help you understand the building proposal in front of you and 
give positive suggestions to help address your concerns. If you have any questions or 
comments on the above please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

John H Adams, AIA
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Reply to:  Seattle Office

October 30, 2018

VIA E-MAIL TO
TLeavitt@kirkland.gov

planninginfo@kirklandwa.gov
Building_Services@kirklandwa.gov

SCroll@kirklandwa.gov 

Planning and Community Development
123 5th Ave., Kirkland, WA 98033

RE: Public Comment in Opposition to Continental Divide Mixed-Use

Dear Planning Department: 

On behalf our client, the Rose Hill Community Group, we submit the following for the City’s 
consideration as it considers the “ground floor” issue and other land use code issues related to the 
proposed “Continental Divide” mixed-use development, File No. DRV18-00312 (formerly known 
as the Griffis Mixed Use Project, PRE16-00752).

This comment addresses only those factors relevant to the Planning Department’s decision under 
the land use code to issue or deny a building permit. This comment does not address factors 
relevant to the design review guidelines. Comments regarding the design review guidelines may 
be separately submitted to the Design Review Board.

I. Summary of Relevant Facts

This project is in the RH8 zone. The project is not invoking the planned unit development process. 
Instead, it is proceeding under the normal zoning rules for RH8. 

The project calls for two separate buildings surrounding a central parking lot / courtyard. One of 
the buildings is a one-story office building fronting 85th, the main arterial street. The other building 
is larger and has a more complicated shape. Most of the second building is three-story residential, 
forming a U-shape around the central parking lot/courtyard. However, the portion that fronts on 
85th consists of a ground-level office building with a second story of residential. In addition to the 
three stories of residential use, there is also a below-grade parking garage beneath the residential 
building.
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The outdoor parking lot appears to offer 26 parking spaces, of which one appears to be ADA van-
accessible. Access to the parking lot is off 131st, a residential street. 

The below-grade garage or garages will have entrances off 131st and 132nd, both residential streets. 
Site plans show 176 parking spaces in the garage, of which four appear to be ADA van accessible. 

Existing structures at the site that will be removed are two small, single-story office buildings 
along 85th, plus four single-story, single-family homes along 131st and 132nd.

This project will be the only multi-story building on its block or on the surrounding blocks, with 
the exception of a two-story office building on the other side of 85th. This project will directly abut 
five remaining single-story, single-family homes on the north side. It will also be across 131st from 
a single-story office building and three single-story, single-family homes. It will also be across 
132nd from several other single-family homes, also these homes are not in Kirkland and have a 
substantial vegetation buffer between the homes and 132nd.

There are no sidewalks on either side of 131st. There are sidewalks on both sides of all the other 
streets. However, the sidewalk on one side of 132nd (the project side) may be too narrow for 
wheelchairs and may lack at least one curb cut at the intersection with 85th.

Existing traffic along 85th is at level of service D. 

There are trees present at the various properties on the project site, however, it is unknown whether 
they are significant trees, defined as a diameter at breast height of six inches or more. KZC 
95.10.14.

According to the developer’s study, the project will fully shade one of the northern houses for part 
of the day in the winter and will partially shade four of the northern houses for all of the day in
winter. Around the equinox, the project will partially shade one of the northern houses for all of 
the day. During the summer, none of the neighboring houses or their yards will be shaded.

This project is subject to SEPA review, because it proposes the construction of more than 20 
dwelling units, which is the SEPA threshold trigger. KMC 24.02.065.a. No SEPA review has been 
conducted. To our knowledge, no SEPA checklist has been prepared.

II. Land Use Code Violation: Residential Uses on Ground Floor

A. Residential Uses Are Not Allowed on the “Ground Floor.”

Under KZC Chart 53.84, “stacked dwelling units” are the only residential use permitted in the RH8 
zone. A stacked dwelling unit means a townhouse-like structure in which a unit shares at least one 
horizontal wall with another unit (and may share a vertical wall). KZC 5.05.265. The units 
proposed for this project are all stacked units. 
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However, in the RH8 zone, stacked units cannot be built on the “ground floor” of a structure. KZC 
Chart 53.84.

“Ground floor” mean the “floor” of a structure that is closest in elevation to the finished 
grade along the facade of the structure that is principally oriented to the street which 
provides primary access to the subject property. KZC 5.05.345. 

“Floor” means the horizontal surface inside a structure designed and intended for human 
use and occupancy. KZC 5.05.325. 

“Occupancy” is defined by the building code as the purpose for which a building, or part 
thereof, is used or intended to be used. KMC 21.06.025.14. 

“Primary access to the subject property” is not defined.

B. Identifying a “Ground Floor.”

Under the rules above, the key element in identifying a “ground floor” is determining the street 
that provides the building’s “primary access.” The façade that faces this street is the façade whose 
floor defines the ground floor of the structure.

As a threshold question, it must be determined whether “primary access” refers to vehicle access
or pedestrian access. There are several reasons to conclude that “primary access” refers to 
pedestrian access.

i. Every building has a built-in pedestrian entrance, but not every building has a built-
in garage. If “primary access” referred to vehicles, there would be some buildings 
that lacked primary access. The Code must be construed in a manner so that it has 
meaning in all reasonably contemplated situations.  Because this code section 
would sometimes be impossible to apply if this term referred to vehicular access, 
that reading cannot be the correct one.  

ii. Even buildings that have a built-in garage sometimes have the garage behind the 
building, not facing a street. If “primary access” referred to vehicular access, the 
façade behind the building would be the primary access façade, because that is 
where the garage is. Construing a code should avoid implausible and absurd results.  
Construing the code to make the back of a building the building’s “primary access” 
because the garage is there is not likely reflective of the city council’s intent in 
adopting the “primary access” standard.  This reading should be avoided.

iii. In contrast, it is difficult to imagine a building that lacked pedestrian access to a 
street or whose main pedestrian access was relegated to the back or side of a 
building. Construing “primary access” to refer to pedestrian access avoids the 
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improbable and impossible to apply problems that would plague this provision if it 
were construed to refer to vehicular access.

iv. The Rose Hill Design Review Guidelines state (at 15): “Office and residential 
developments are encouraged to locate and orient buildings towards an interior 
open space or courtyard, where space allows. In this scenario, primary building 
entries may orient towards the open space provided there is direct visibility 
into the open space from the sidewalk.” This guideline means that even if a 
building’s primary entrance is not directly on the sidewalk, the building’s primary 
entrance must be directly visible from the sidewalk. Since vehicles do not drive on 
the sidewalk but pedestrians walk there, this guideline indicates that it is pedestrian 
access that determines primary access.

For all of these reasons, it is evident the code’s reference to “primary access” refers to primary 
access for pedestrians.  

C. Finding this Project’s Primary Pedestrian Access

This project has the following pedestrian entrances: 1) The “Residential Lobby Entry” that opens 
onto the interior courtyard. The elevator is also located here. 2) A small pedestrian entry that opens 
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onto 132nd St. 3) A stairway that leads a walking path behind the building; 4) Five sets of office 
entrances on 85th St.

The project also has two garage entries: A) One in the rear of the building; B) One off 132nd.

By far the largest and most important pedestrian entrance is the “Residential Lobby Entry.” Not
only is it bigger than the others, it is also the only centrally located entry. It also hosts the building’s 
only elevator. It also complies with the Rose Hill Design Review Guideline, in which 
developments are encouraged to “orient buildings towards an interior open space or courtyard…In 
this scenario, primary building entries may orient towards the open space provided there is 
direct visibility into the open space from the sidewalk.” The Residential Lobby Entry meets all 
these requirements.

The Residential Lobby Entry is also the only entry that does not require stairs, except for the five 
office entries along 85th. Disabled pedestrians have no choice but to use the Residential Entry 
Lobby, unless the office entrances have a connection with the residential portion of the main 
building, which the plans do not show.

Presumably, the Residential Lobby will also be where the residents’ mailboxes are located, so the 
post office delivery person will also be using the Residential Lobby.

In light of all these factors, it seems certain that the Residential Lobby Entry is the building’s 
“primary access” for purposes of determining the ground floor.

D. Finding this Project’s Street-oriented Façade and Ground Floor

The Residential Lobby Entry does not open directly onto any street. However, as noted, it does 
open onto a central courtyard that has direct visibility onto 85th and no other street. There is also a 
walkway connecting the Residential Lobby Entry with 85th but no walkway connecting it with any 
other street.

Thus, the Residential Lobby Entry is “principally oriented” toward 85th.

Therefore, the façade of the Residential Lobby Entry is the façade that will determine the
building’s ground floor.

The floor closest to grade on the façade of the Residential Lobby Entry is the floor of the 
Residential Lobby Entry itself—as noted, the floor of the Residential Lobby Entry requires no 
stairs to reach. And that grade is the same grade as 85th St.

Therefore, the ground floor at the primary entrance is the floor of the Residential Lobby Entry.
This is also the ground floor of the entire residential structure.

E. Dwelling Units along the Ground Floor
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The entire first story of dwelling units shares the same floor as the ground floor, namely, the floor 
of the Residential Lobby Entry. All of these dwelling units are unlawful in the RH-8 zone. The 
project cannot be permitted as designed. The ground-floor residential dwelling units must be 
removed.

III. Land Use Code Violation: Parking

According to plans, this project will have 8,444 s.f. of office space gross floor area. Office space 
must provide parking at a ratio of one parking space for every 300 gross s.f. KZC Chart 53.84. 
Thus, the project would need 8444/300 = 28.14 parking spaces. However, site plans seem to show 
only 26 parking spaces.

In addition, under the International Building Code (adopted with amendments per KMC 21.08), a 
parking lot with up to 25 spaces must provide one accessible parking space, but a parking lot with 
26 to 50 must provide two. IBC § 1106.1. However, the site plans seem to show only one accessible 
parking space in the parking lot, even though there are 26 spaces (and should be 28, as noted 
above).

Because of the insufficient parking, the project cannot be permitted as designed. At least two 
additional parking spaces must be provided and at least one additional accessible space must be 
provided.

Parking must also be provided for the dwelling units at a ratio of 1.2 per studio unit, 1.3 per one-
bedroom unit, 1.6 per two-bedroom unit, and 1.8 per three- or more-bedroom unit. KZC Chart 
53.84. Project plans call for 176 parking garage spaces for 133 residential units, however it is
difficult to tell from the project plans how many units of which type will be built. Depending on 
the configuration of the dwelling units, additional parking may be necessary in the below-grade 
garage.

IV. Land Use Code Violation: Parking Lot Landscaping

Landscaping is required for the above-ground parking lot at a rate of 25 s.f. per stall. KZC 95.44.1. 
If the parking lot has 26 spaces as planned, this yields 26 x 25 = 650 s.f. of required landscaping.
However, if the parking lot has the 28 spaces as required, this yield 28 x 25 = 700 s.f. of required 
landscaping. 

In addition, the parking spaces must be interspersed with landscaped “islands” every eight stalls 
KZC 95.44.1.a.

It is unclear from plans whether the landscaping in the “open courtyard” meets the 700 s.f. 
requirement; it may not. What is clear is that the developer’s plans do not show the required 
interspersing every eight stalls.
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V. Land Use Code Violation: Tree Retention

The developer must submit a tree retention plan. KZC 95.30.3. It does not appear a tree retention 
plan has been submitted.

If there are any high-value trees—meaning “specimen trees” (six-inch-dbh significant trees in 
excellent health) located within a required yard or planting buffer, or on a slope greater than 10%—
these high-value trees must be preserved “to the maximum extent possible.” KZC 95.30.5 Chart. 
All other six-inch-dbh significant trees are to be retained if feasible, meaning they must be 
preserved if they do not interfere with the intended development. KZC 95.30.5 Chart. It is 
unknown what significant trees exist in the required yards or buffers, however, current plans do 
not appear to call for the retention of any existing significant trees, which could be a violation of 
this provision, depending on whether the existing significant trees (if any) are healthy and sit within 
the required yards or buffers.

In addition to the tree retention plan, the developer must also file a tree maintenance plan aimed at 
preserving all retained trees and all planted trees. KZC 95.51. The developer does not appear to 
have filed a tree maintenance plan. This is another violation.

The developer must provide an accurate inventory of trees and a plan for retaining them. Until that 
happens, this project cannot be fully evaluated.

VI. SEPA Issues

This project will have significant environmental impacts on the neighboring properties and the 
community at large. These impacts must be assessed as part of SEPA review.

1) There will be severe impacts on adjacent properties to the north from shade. The total 
shading of one of the houses for part of the day during winter is a particularly significant 
impact. The partial shading of four of the houses for part of the day during winter, 
spring, and fall is also significant. Shading from this project will last part or all of the 
day for the majority of days of the year, as the drawing below illustrates:
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These severe shading impacts should be mitigating during SEPA by reducing the height 
of the building.

2) The neighbors immediately to the north will have their views blocked by the looming, 
35- to 40-foot-tall building. Neighbors to the west across 131st will have suffer a 
reduction in views. The looming nature of the building will also affect the neighbors’ 
privacy.

The view impacts should be mitigated, again by reducing the height of the building.

3) The project would create a dangerous condition for pedestrians along 131st.  The 
developer proposes a parking garage entrance and a parking lot entrance, on 131st, but 
currently that street has no sidewalks. Nor does the applicant propose any sidewalks 
for 131st, even though 131st is the street with the fewest current sidewalks and the most 
entering/departing traffic. Pedestrians on 131st are already exposed to traffic due to the 
lack of sidewalks and this exposure will now worsen.

There will also be an increase in traffic along 132nd, including another parking garage 
entrance that will require cars to pass over a curb cut in the sidewalks. 132nd is also a 
safe route to school, as designated on the City’s map at Plate 46. The movement of cars 
over the curb cut will likely be heavy in the morning commute hours—the very time 
children will also be most heavily using this supposedly safe route to school.
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Obviously, cars cutting across sidewalks with children is not appropriate on a “safe” 
route to school.

These hazards should be mitigated by reducing the overall size of the development, 
which will reduce the hazardous vehicle traffic. In addition, the Department should 
require the developer to install sidewalks along 131st, remove the parking garage 
entrance on 132nd (the safe route to school), and install crossing lights at all remaining 
parking garage and parking lot entrances.

4) There will be increased traffic for the residents of the 20 or so single-family houses that 
use 131st as their sole outlet to 85th. As noted, the bulk of the project’s 
entering/departing traffic would travel on 131st, which has no streetlight. Residents 
attempting to turn onto 85th are likely to face increased delays from the project’s traffic 
on 131st.

This impact should be mitigated by installing a traffic light on 131st.

5) There will be increased noise, especially for the houses to the north, from the roughly 
200 new parking spaces and roughly 130 new residential units (although, as noted, 
some of these residential units are unlawful due to the ground floor issue).

These impacts should be mitigated by reducing the height of the building, which will 
reduce the number of units and cars.

6) The demolished structures on housing represent affordable housing, because they are 
old. The new units will be new, and will likely charge a higher rent. This will result in 
a decrease in affordable housing in Kirkland.

This impact should be mitigated by requiring the developer to provide additional 
affordable housing units.

With sufficient mitigation, it may be possible for an MDNS to be issued. But as currently proposed, 
the project’s impacts are significant and an EIS should be required.  

CONCLUSION

This project is not lawful as designed. It also has substantial environmental impacts that should be 
mitigated, especially its severe shading impacts and its impact to a safe route to school. The 
solution for most of these violations and impacts is the same: reduce the size of the building, reduce
the number of residential units, and remove the residential units from the ground floor.

Imposing these conditions would end the severe shading problem; create a much safer situation on 
the sidewalks for schoolchildren on 132nd and pedestrians on 131st; obviate the need for a traffic 
light on 131st; solve the parking deficiency; and bring the project into compliance with the code.
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The primary purpose of the RH8 is to provide office space, not residential space. Likewise, the 
primary justification for adding RH8 along 85th is because 85th is a commercial street, not a 
residential street. Imposing the conditions suggested here—reducing the size of the project and 
deleting the ground-floor residential—would not only bring this project into compliance with the 
law, it would also bring this project into better compliance with the vision for this zone.

Very truly yours,

BRICKLIN & NEWMAN, LLP

Alex Sidles
Attorney for the Rose Hill Community Group

cc: Stephanie Croll, Sr. Asst. City Attorney
Client
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Tony Leavitt

From: Olivia A <okayall@outlook.com>
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2018 7:29 PM
To: Design Review Board; Tony Leavitt; Kurt Triplett
Subject: Public Comment on Continental Divide Project DRV18-00312

Dear Design Review Board Members,

My family lives in the house at 8402 132nd Ave NE, which is diagonally across the 85th/132nd intersection
from the subject property for the Continental Divide Mixed Use project. I have serious concerns about the
severe change this project could mean to our neighborhood. I request your help in mitigating the detrimental
effects of this project before it is built.

The developer appears to be ignoring the feedback of the members of this board.

During the July 2nd meeting, Senior Planner Tony Leavitt requested 7 business days before the August
6th meeting to distribute the revised design. The developer produced the revised design on the day of
the meeting, leaving no time for the city, the board members, or the community to review it.
Instead of the requested decrease of windows and balconies on the north side, the developer’s plan on
August 6th increased the number of windows and balconies.
Guest and retail parking were not increased. The developer’s claim that the businesses will use the
spaces during the day and guests will use them only at night and weekends is a violation of the county
zoning code because the code does not mentions such an option (KZC 50.60.2). Please enforce all
zoning codes for parking spaces, as referenced in a staff comment in the August 6th meeting packet:
“The applicant must demonstrate compliance with the City’s parking requirements as part of any
building permit.”
Solar access for adjacent properties was not improved and inaccurate solar study visuals were
presented.
The project still includes long north and east facades.
The proposed parking garage still includes blank walls.

Repeatedly ignoring the feedback of the Design Review Board should not be rewarded with exceptions nor
approval of their design.

As a citizen, I continue to have objections to and concerns about this project, which still have not been
addressed by the developer.

Violations of zoning codes and the Comprehensive Plan:

The description of the project states it is “a four story mixed use building” however the NE 85th St
Subarea Plan limits buildings to three stories by stating, “providing incentives including increased
building heights up to three stories” (Policy NE85 4.8). This project cannot have four stories if the limit
is three stories. If there is a conflict between zoning codes the most restrictive of these apply (KZC
170.50).
This project includes residential units on the ground floor, but the Zone Use Chart for the zone where
this project is located (RH 8) states that stacked dwelling units “may not be located on the ground floor
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of a structure” (KZC 53.84 Zone RH8 Use Zone Chart .050 Stacked Dwelling Units). This violation should
not be allowed and no exceptions should be granted.
The description of the project states, “A single story commercial building will be located near NE 85th
Street” however the NE 85th St Subarea Plan prohibits such buildings by stating, “Discourage single
story retail buildings” (Policy NE85 4.8).

Jarring transition between houses and huge complex: If this project is approved as is a towering wall of over
200 windows and balconies will overlook single family homes, leaving some homes in shadow all winter. This
horseshoe shaped project has adjoining walls between residential units and commercial spaces. These both
violate the city’s land use policy to “create effective transitions between commercial areas and surrounding
residential neighborhoods” (Policy LU 5.1 Urban Design).

Safety: Bicyclists, joggers, and walkers could be endangered by the busy garage entrances. One of these
garage entrances is next to a school bus stop and along schoolchildren's walking routes. Current neighbors on
dead end 131st and along 132nd already have trouble accessing their homes and this project adds busy
driveways to both streets. The nearby megachurch traffic already requires a police officer to direct Sunday
traffic at the intersection for this project. The city wants to encourage pedestrians and spending time in the
gateway seating area of this project, however it is unsafe and will not be a popular place to sit and visit. The
gateway design is close to the intersection and doesn’t include pedestrian protection from the passing
vehicles, which endangers any children who are in the gateway area. This is not a destination for a leisurely
cup of coffee and chatting with friends because it’s too close to the road, vehicles race by, semis loudly switch
gears at the crest of the hill, and you will be breathing exhaust.

Less parking than required: The developer claims their parking spaces will be used by businesses during the
day and as guest parking at night, however dual use parking spaces are not allowed by code (KZC 50.60.2).
Surrounding streets have almost no street parking and new fire hydrants required because of this project
mean even less parking. More parked cars on narrow 131st means less emergency access.

Family atmosphere: I am concerned about the family oriented neighborhood we have now changing into big
apartment complexes with studio apartments. New residents in this project will find themselves in an area
with minimal bus service, very few businesses catering to them, and a steep hill bordered by forested ravines.
The pedestrians in our neighborhood tend to be neighbors walking their dogs, retirees on a walk, commuters
taking the bus to Redmond, and children going to and from school. I'm concerned that the young people
attracted to this complex are not going to find the convenient amenities they want and 134 units of new
people will change the character of our residential area.

Garbage collection: The dumpster for entire building is collected next to a neighbor's one story home. When
the garbage truck backs up into the driveway for collection, it will block access to one of only two entrances
for the whole apartment complex. That seems inconvenient and even dangerous for that many people to be
down to one entrance.

No moving truck loading zone: Studio apartments are for young people whose lives are ever changing. This
project has no loading zone for a moving truck. Just as with garbage collection, if a moving truck blocks either
driveway, residents are down to one way in or out. If moving trucks choose to stop on 132nd, they will be
impacting an already clogged intersection. If the moving truck parks on 131st, it will impact a dead end street
already overwhelmed by nearby businesses using their street to park.
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No play area or open spaces for children: Children who live in this apartment complex will have no options for
playing outside. The nearest public park is a 13 minute 0.7 mile walk almost entirely along busy 85th Street.
The current proposal for this apartment complex doesn't include any playground equipment or even an open
grassy area for children. The center courtyard will be a parking lot, which cannot be safe a play area.

Businesses that the community will frequent: With just 7% of the square footage for businesses, this project
can just barely be considered mixed use. The developer’s plan is to use the retail space for their own
corporate office and a property management company, leaving one space for a business that the community
may actually use.
Quality of life: In the city’s FAQ document about this project, in response to our concerns about our quality of
life, the city replied, “The City does not have a metric for quality of life.” The developer has no incentive to
preserve our quality of life and city officials say there is no metric for it. My neighbors and I are on the cusp of
losing the quality of life in our neighborhood. It will come in the form of towering walls of windows, noisy
apartments, busy driveways choking gridlocked intersections, loss of solar access all winter, children with
nowhere to play, moving trucks and garbage trucks blocking roads, and so many people crammed into a once
quiet neighborhood. All of this on streets lined with modest houses and homeowners who were not given the
chance to prevent it.

I am seeking the following solutions and intervention on the Design Review Board’s part:

The design for this development should not be approved. The development needs to decrease the size
to three stories and replace residential units with retail on the ground floor, per the zoning code and
Comprehensive Plan. Additional guest and retail parking spaces should be added.
Upcoming Design Review Board meetings should be cancelled until:

o The developer proves this development complies with zoning codes and the Comprehensive
Plan.

o The developer shows respect for the Design Review process.
o The developer demonstrates a willingness to respond to requests from board members and city

staff.
o The developer makes concessions to address the concerns of the neighborhood of which this

project wants to be a part.
If the developer does not provide a revised plan within the 7 business days requested by the city, the
corresponding Design Review Board meeting should be cancelled and rescheduled for no less than 30
days in the future. This will allow community members time to be informed about the new meeting.

Please do not set a precedent by allowing this huge, out of place development in our neighborhood that
clearly conflicts with Kirkland’s zoning codes and Comprehensive Plan. Please do what is in the power of the
Design Review Board to help our neighborhood keep its current family atmosphere, the traffic flow of those
passing through, the safety of our children, and our quality of life. We are counting on you to hear us and
make the vital changes necessary before the Continental Divide project is built.

Sincerely,
Olivia Ahna
8402 132nd Ave NE
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